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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 4-7 and 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. Claim 4 recites the term "high-strength" in line 

2. which renders the claim indefinite. The examiner is unclear as to what constitutes a 
"high-strength" polyester yarn. Appropriate clarification of the claim language is 
required. 

Claims 5-7 and 12-14 are also rejected for being dependent on claim 4 and 
inheriting the same deficiency. 

3. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Claim 9 recites the term "bright color" in line 2, which renders 
the claim indefinite. The examiner is unclear as to what constitutes a "bright color". 
Appropriate clarification of the claim language is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-4 and 9-11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Marshall (US 4,800,1 17) in view of Makino et al. (JP 410140479). 

Marshall teaches methods of making seat belts for passenger vehicles with high 
strength polyester wherein the polyester is woven and dyed with disperse dyestuffs in a 
continuous process which requires the use of heat to fix the dye (column 3, lines 1-21). 
Marshall further teaches that polyethylene terephthalate was used and the two yarns 
were woven together followed by dyeing with a disperse dyestuff and fixed in a 
thermosol oven at 190-220°C (column 3, lines 44-45; column 4, lines 1-21). 

Marshall does not teach spun-dyed fibers and is silent as to the number of 
disperse dyestuffs in the dyebath. 

Makino et al. teach spun-dyed polyesters excellent in processability when 
weaving a seat belt that provide the resulting seat belt with high strength and excellent 
durability (abstract). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the methods of Marshall by using a spun-dyed polyester 
fiber as one of the fibers weaved into the seat belt as taught by Makino et al. because 
Makino et al. teach that seat belts produced with spun-dyed polyester have high 
strength and excellent durability. 
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Regarding the limitation of claim 9, wherein the spun dyed yarn has a bright 
color, this is simply a design choice and it is well known that seat belts and disperse 
dyes are available in a variety of colors including bright colors. 

Regarding the limitation of a dyebath with only one disperse dye, again this is a 
design choice based on the intended color of the seat belt. While Marshall is silent as to 
the number of dyes in the dyebath, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to optimize to a single disperse dye to obtain a seat belt of uniform coloring of 
the single dye. Optimization of a result effective variable only requires routine skill in the 
art. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teaching 
of the references absent unexpected results. 

6. Claims 5-9 and 12-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Marshall (US 4,800,117) in view of Makino et al. (JP 410140479) as applied top 
the claims above and further in view of Droste et al. (GB 2,040,327). 

Marshall and Makino et al. are relied upon as set forth above. Marshall in an 
example teaches polyethylene terephthalate with 840 denier and 70 filament (column 3, 
lines 44-45) however this is simply an example and is not limiting. Marshall further 
teaches that the seat belts produced are resistant to abrasion, fading by sunlight and 
the dyestuffs do not rub off even when the seat belt is wet (column 3, lines 5-15). 

Marshall and Makino et al. do not teach the instantly claimed breaking tenacities, 
hot-air shrinkages, elongation at break, yarn linear densities and filament linear 
densities of the polyester fibers. 
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Droste et al. teach spun-dyed yarns for use in seat belt webbing which comprise 
polyethylene terephthalate of tensile strength 50-90 cN/tex, preferably 60-80 cN/tex, hot 
air shrinkage (after 15 minutes at 190°C) of from 8-22%, preferably from 10-20%, 
uniform breaking elongation of 10-15%, preferably from 12-14%, overall denier from 
100-3000 dtex, preferably from 550-1670 dtex, and individual deniers from 5-20 dtex, 
preferably 8-15 dtex (page 2, lines 20-30). Droste et al. further teach dyeing spun-dyed 
yarns bright colors (page 2, lines 20-21). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the methods of Marshall and Makino et al. by utilizing the 
polyethylene terephthalate fibers taught by Droste et al. because Droste et al. teach 
these fibers produce seat belts with high tensile strength which is required in the 
industry. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of the references absent unexpected results. 

7. Claims 5-8 and 12-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Marshall (US 4,800,117) in view of Makino et al. (JP 410140479) as applied top 
the claims above and further in view of Van Leeuwen et al. (US 4,473,617). 

Marshall and Makino et al. are relied upon as set forth above. Marshall in an 
example teaches polyethylene terephthalate with 840 denier and 70 filament (column 3, 
lines 44-45) however this is simply an example and is not limiting. Marshall further 
teaches that the seat belts produced are resistant to abrasion, fading by sunlight and 
the dyestuffs do not rub off even when the seat belt is wet (column 3, lines 5-15). 
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Marshall and Makino et al. do not teach the instantly claimed breaking tenacities, 
hot-air shrinkages, elongation at break, yarn linear densities and filament linear 
densities of the polyester fibers. 

Van Leeuwen et al. teach seat belt webbing which comprise polyethylene 
terephthalate of tensile strength 50-150 cN/tex, breaking elongation of 7-25%, overall 
denier from 300-5000 dtex, and individual deniers from 30-600 dtex (column 3, lines 61- 
68; column 4, lines 1-5). Van Leeuwen et al. specifically teach polyethylene 
terephthalate with dtex of 947 or 952, breaking tenacity of 77.3 or 69.0, elongation at 
ruptures of 14.2 or 14.1%, hot air shrinkage (4 min-160°C) of 7.0 or 5.7 (column 7, tble 
II, examples 2 and 6). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the methods of Marshall and Makino et al. by utilizing the 
polyethylene terephthalate fibers taught by Van Leeuwen et al. because Van Leeuwen 
et al. teach these fibers produce seat belts that will not wear excessively under high 
load. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of the references absent unexpected results. 

Van Leeuwen et al. has hot air shrinkage values of polyethylene terephthalate 
measured at 160°C for 4 min. These values are slightly below those instantly claimed, 
however at increased time and temperatures the % of hot-sir shrinkage would increase. 
Furthermore, the values of Van Leeuwen are not limiting since they are simply cited in 
an example. One of ordinary skill would have been motivated to optimize to the instantly 
claimed hot-air shrinkage absent unexpected results. 
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Conclusion 



8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amina Khan whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
5573. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday, 8:30-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Douglas McGinty can be reached on (571) 272-1029. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 





Amina Khan, PhD 
Patent Examiner 
November 6, 2006 



